The author focuses on a critical theory of justice and democracy by Iris Marion Young. Young's normative approach to justice and the institutional framework of inclusive democracy develops out of her critique of injustice. In the first section the author explains Young's approach to structural injustice, which she conceptualizes in terms of domination and oppression. In the second part the author elucidates Young's concept of the politics of difference and inclusive democracy. In this context Young differentiates between social and cultural groups; this enables her to take into consideration the political significance of group differences. The author goes on to present Young's critical theory of gender based on the notion of women as a social structural group. Young argues that gender refers to social structures that shape relations of subordination and oppression rather than to identity. In the final part the author discusses the application of Young's concept of structural injustice at a transnational level. Finally, she concludes with an outline for a feminist reading of the concept of structural injustice in a transnational context.
This brief definition of critical theory brings out three distinctive elements: critique, description and normativity. These were identified by Marek Hrubec (2003) in an analysis of Horkheimer and Marcuse's foundation texts on critical theory. Young emphasizes that the goal of a critical theory is to uncover, with the help of a critical imagination, the emancipation and normative potential of certain elements of reality, whilst at the same time grounding the theory in an existentially experienced conflict between ideals and practice as forms of injustice. 1 Young therefore connects her lifelong theoretical project with the lived experiences of the oppressed and dominated. On an abstract level, her task was to show the limits of positivist thought, which implicitly builds on the static idea of society and limits itself to a given institutional order and structure of society as a constant framework for social life. Her other task was to show the limits of an atomistic ontology, which is apparent in prevalent liberal theory as well as in various versions of the distributive paradigm. Its limitations are that it overlooks the particularities and differences of social groups that find themselves in situations which are a legacy of the repressive social structures. According to Young, individuals who are members of a social group do not share a common identity; identity is always the specific and exclusive characteristic of an individual. Young studies group structural injustice, but the reference point of her social and political theory is the acting and experiencing subject, who reproduces or transforms social structures which exist only in the process of interaction between individuals for whom these structures stand for a framework of possibilities and boundaries of actions (Young 1990, 29; 2005b; 2006) . In the relationship between individuals and social structures, a mutually strengthening process exists, which generates structural injustice and which can influence but not determine the conditions of future actions, customs and social expectations. The sources of oppression and domination are therefore not individual and social theory must take into consideration the political meaning of group differences and focus on uncovering the sources and the critique of structural injustice at a macro-level.
My overall aim in the following article is to introduce Iris M. Young's analysis of injustice. Underpinning her critique of injustice, a normative conception of justice is apparent as well as the outline of an institutional framework of inclusive democracy. In the first part, I will present Young's concept of injustice, which is conceptualized by relationships of domination and oppression. In the second part, I will focus on her concept of democratic inclusion and the politics of difference that distinguishes social and cultural groups. I will follow this argument with a presentation of Young's critical theory of gender in which women are considered a social structural group. I will then place her theory of gender in context using the concepts of domination and oppression. In the fourth part, I will show how Young develops her concept of structural injustice at a transnational level and then I will outline a specific feminist reading of the concept of structural injustice in a transnational context.
Structural Injustice as Oppression and Domination
According to Iris Young, "social justice means the elimination of institutionalized domination and oppression" (Young 1990, 15) . Young believes that oppression and domination limit two fundamental normative conditions of justice. Her two basic critical concepts are defined as follows: "oppression, the institutional constraints on selfdevelopment, and domination, the institutional constraint on self-determination" (ibid., 37). Oppression and domination are social processes, which are realised in intersubjective relations and which cannot be understood by the logic of distribution because it is not simply a case of the unjust distribution of opportunities, rights, resources or recognition, but also a case of the institutionalised processes in which some people are not able to exercise and develop their capabilities, express their own opinion and experience and participate in defining conditions for actions. These institutionalised processes, according to Young, establish structural injustice:
Structural injustice is a kind of moral wrong distinct from the wrongful action of an individual agent or the wilfully repressive policies of a state. Structural injustice occurs as a consequence of many individuals and institutions acting in pursuit of their particular goals and interests, within given institutional rules and accepted norms (Young 2006, 114 Young's fundamental challenge in rethinking justice was to overcome the distributive paradigm exemplified in the theory of justice as fairness by John Rawls (1971) . Rawls believed that a just order of society is one where even the most disadvantaged individuals can benefit from it. The distributive paradigm is, according to Young, generally focused on a one-sided response to human needs and the distribution of benefits and profits within society whilst overlooking the institutional context in which specific patterns of distribution are realised. These patterns are, for instance, the social stratification of employment, stereotypical patterns of gender or limited possibilities of decision making within the actually existing democracies. Despite the fact that Young considers the aspect of redistribution to be essential and in many cases of severe material hardship, even primary, justice should be understood in a wider sense with respect to an institutional framework in which rules are implemented and where interactions take place between social subjects.
Another objection Young formulates refers to the possibility of spreading the logic of distribution to non-material goods, which according to her leads to a reductive and static conception of social relationships and processes. If the logic of distribution is applied to non-material goods, social life becomes objectified and subsequently perceived as static and atomistic. A one-sided conception of justice resulting from the distribution of positions and material goods implicitly presupposes the idea of an individual purely as a consumer, as the owner of goods who desires the material satisfaction of his needs (Young 1990, 36) . The basis of this false assumption is then an "incomplete social ontology" (ibid., 25), according to which, the individual precedes social relationships, social structures and institutions. Young's approach, in contrast, is based in holistic ontology, which conceives the individual as a socially grounded subject. Social structures, according to Young, temporally and ontologically precede the individual. Even though she defends her concept of justice by rights to just conditions for self-development and self-determination of each individual, these rights can be ensured only by acknowledging the disadvantaged groups of which individuals are members, in terms of their equality as well as their particular differences. 2 Young analytically differentiates between domination and oppression as two aspects of structural injustice but she is aware of their overlap in practice. Even though the individual forms of oppression also include domination, i.e. the one who is oppressed is also dominated; it also holds that the one who is subjected to domination in certain areas of life is not necessarily oppressed (ibid., 38). However, this is a definition of the relationship between domination and oppression at a specific moment in time. In a dynamic perspective, the struggle against domination is at the same time a means for eliminating oppression even though it is not a sufficient condition. The concept of justice is further explained by Young in a detailed analysis of five fundamental forms of oppression. Young criticises the reductionist concept of oppression as a lack of economic resources, which she relates to the redistributive paradigm. Oppression in her interpretation includes elements of approaches to the power of decision-making, cultural aspects and aspects related to the social division of labour. Fundamental forms of oppression-exploitation, marginalisation, powerlessness, cultural imperialism and violence-are viewed by Young as criteria for assessing whether an actual individual or group is or is not oppressed (ibid., 39-65). Young groups exploitation, marginalisation and powerlessness into a specific sub-category of injustices caused by a form of the social division of labour which limits the material and social opportunities for the development of the skills and capabilities of the oppressed, whose social contribution is not publicly recognised. This is due to the fact that the division of labour also designates the character, value and evaluation of individual activities. Young's definition of exploitation can be deemed as Marx-inspired, in terms of the emphasis on institutional relationships through which the outcome of the labour of some creates profit and power for others. In order to extend the class perspective Young adds a gender and "race" dimension (ibid., 48-53). When it comes to marginalisation, Young relates this form of oppression to a group of people who are useless to the system or whose contribution is systematically interpreted as useless (ibid., 53-55) . Powerlessness is, according to Young, a more refined concept of institutional labour relationships, which reflects the changes in class relations in the 20 th century, where professionals are exploited by the capitalist class but at the same time they benefit from the exploitation of non-professionals. Powerlessness is also an inseparable part of domination but the powerless are the ones at the end of an imaginary chain of hierarchic relations of domination (ibid., 56-58). Young identifies cultural imperialism and violence as injustices rooted in culturally stereotyped patterns which reproduce relationships of subordination. Cultural imperialism is based on stereotyped interpretations and the control by the dominant culture over representation and definitions of pseudo-universal and desirable forms of life (ibid., 59). In the case of violence, Young refers to a violence which is based on a certain 2 Here I loosely move onto Taylor's differentiation between the ontological level of an argument and the political defence level, which he applied to the discussion between liberals and communitarians. The ontological level concerns a collective life of individuals and it is possible to differentiate between atomistic and holistic outcomes within it. The defence level concerns political aspects of moral standpoints and Taylor here differentiates individualist and collectivist orientated theories (Taylor 1989). social context. It is an institutionalised and to a certain extent legitimised violence against persons who are labelled with certain characteristics as the members of a social group against whom the violence is symbolically directed (ibid., 62). Each one of these forms of oppression can include distributive as well as cultural injustices. In order to eliminate the oppression, a mere change in the principles of redistribution is not sufficient. In contrast to Fraser, who defines economic and cultural injustices as analytically distinct forms, which require analytically distinct forms of remedy by means of redistribution or recognition (Fraser, Honneth 2003) , Young perceives the struggles for recognition and self-determination as a means of eliminating oppression in all its forms, i.e. the oppression which stems from the social division of labour as well as from cultural patterns.
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The second concept which Young uses to define structural injustice is domination. Domination places constraints on self-determination by applying institutional conditions which limit individuals in their participation in decision-making and designating conditions for actions. Young believes that individuals live in a relationship of domination if they are not able to participate in discussions related to the various decisions, which directly or indirectly influence their lives and if these decisions are made from one perspective without giving feedback. Regarding the historical and social situation of individuals, it is necessary to always conceive the self-determination of individuals and groups as relationships of mutual inter-dependence. Autonomy of action is therefore never absolute but always relational. Young also develops the conceptualisation of self-determination as non-domination in a transnational framework in which the sovereignty of individual groups and states must have boundaries set by the consequences of their actions, which affect other groups and states (Young 2000 (Young , 2007 . In relation to the elimination of domination, Young sees possibilities in the activities of civil society as one aspect of participatory and inclusive democracy. In contrast, the structural injustices which lead to oppression cannot be eliminated solely within the framework of democratic civil society because the elimination of the fundamental economic sources of oppression necessarily involves the state or a supranational authority (ibid., 156).
Politics of Difference and Democracy
A critique of domination as a constraint on self-determination provides Young with a starting point for her ideas on inclusive democracy. She stands against a liberal concept of equality in the sense that all people should be treated equally on the basis of their shared humanity, which Young believes is put forward as the norm by west-centric and androcentric pseudo-universalism and which leads to assimilation. Young proposes a politics of difference (Young 1990 ) and an ideal of differentiated solidarity (Young 2000) , which strives for equality between socially and culturally differentiated groups. This equality in difference does not mean the elimination of differences. On the contrary, highlighting them and giving mutual respect to them for the purpose of creating a heterogeneous public relativizes the universality of the dominant culture and enables a democratically inclusive dialogue. This in turn makes provision for the public recognition of similarities and differences and for the approval of their irreducibility.
The aim of the politics of difference is, in the first instance, a reformulation of the meaning of difference and of the way in which the institutional and intersubjective relationships and their material consequences within the framework of specific social contexts are comprehended. The ideal of a differentiated solidarity then is the institutional interconnection of difference and justice. By difference Young does not mean the opposite of equality and by solidarity she does not mean a moral stance based on group identification. Rather, difference expresses a variability which gains meaning within inter-group and intragroup relationships and comparisons. "Difference thus emerges not as a description of the attributes of a group, but as a function of the relations between groups and the interaction of groups with institutions" (Young 1990, 171) . Solidarity, then, presupposes recognition of others across all the groups. The basis of solidarity is, according to Young, a mutual dependence and inter-connectedness of individual lives, for instance through changes of environment or changes of institutionalized and structural relations in the society from which obligations of justice follow. "The normative ideal of differentiated solidarity also challenges boundaries, both conceptual boundaries that differentiate groups and spatial boundaries that contain and exclude" (Young 2000, 225) .
The principal argument in Young's last work is a differentiation of cultural and structural differences (Young 2000; 2001) . Cultural groups are brought together by language, everyday practices, forms of sociability, aesthetic and religious conventions and so on, which offer their members certain means of expression and communication and which creates an environment of mutual affinity. Young emphasizes that many cultural conflicts are essentially not of cultural, but rather political origin because they arise out of struggles for land, resources or participation in the labour market and in the decision-making processes. Due to a partial overlapping, the structural differences appear as a larger framework for addressing the first type of differences and inequalities although not all ethnic and cultural differences also form structural inequalities. "[A] structural social group is a collection of persons who are similarly positioned in interactive and institutional relations that condition their opportunities and life prospects" (Young 2000, 97) . Examples of the structural differences offered by Young are relations constituted on the basis of gender, "race", class, sexuality, disability and so on. Primarily they are differences related to physical or psychological aspects and to social status. However, Young understands identity as a concept exclusively related to the individual. According to Young a group identity does not exist; identity is exclusively a characteristic of individuals who form a group. Following, for example, Charles Taylor (1994) , social and cultural groups are perceived as possibilities and means for the formation of individual identities, whose members as active participants form their identities in relation to more groups with which they are interlinked by certain social relations and structural characteristics.
The ideal of a differentiated solidarity requires the framework of a heterogeneous public which would support cultural and social plurality and offer the same space for the articulation of specific claims for the remedy of inequalities and injustices. "Groups cannot be socially equal unless their specific experience, culture, and social contributions are publicly affirmed and recognized" (Young 1990, 174) . The formal equality of all members is not a sufficient condition of inclusive democracy. Inclusive democracy must be supported by the recognition of social and cultural differentiation which is articulated through struggles for interpretation of interests, experiences and needs of differently situated groups and through the transformation of structures of division of labour which facilitates the distribution of economic resources and political power within society. In other words the idea of justice as equality of social conditions and opportunities for self-determination and self-development requires that all groups, of which individuals are members, are included in public life. Although the politics of difference and differentiated solidarity leads, according to Young, to the elimination of domination, they are not sufficient conditions for eliminating oppression. As institutionalised mechanisms they serve the purpose of opening a public space to oppressed voices and struggles for self-development and as such they support the social dynamics of the struggle against oppression and material hardship. Collective action which is necessary for the elimination of oppressing structures should be based in inclusive dialogue and on the ideal of a differentiated solidarity.
Critical Theory of Gender and the Oppression of Women
Young conceives gender as a paradigmatic case of structural difference which is defined in contrast to cultural difference. Women form a social group which is not characterised by shared qualities and common identity, but rather by a similar position in relation to basic social structures (Young 1994; 2001; 2005b) . Young, in this way, tries to resolve the fundamental problem of feminist thought and of the approaches to the category of "woman", which became problematic together with the critique of a "white" hegemonic feminism (see for example : Collins 1990; Hooks 2000; Mohanty 1986 ) and with the poststructuralist critique within feminism (see for example : Butler 1990) . 4 If we do not regard women as a certain group, we cannot accordingly conceptualise the oppression and domination as a systematic and institutionalised process. For theoretical thoughts on identity and subjectivity, Young designates the phenomenological category of a lived body. "The lived body is a unified idea of a physical body acting and experiencing in a specific sociocultural context; it is body-in-situation" (Young 2005b, 16 ). Young proposes that we interpret the concept of a "woman" as a label for the structural relationship of material and social objects in a specific historical and societal context in which the female body is verbally and visually presented and in which the meanings of individual actions are interpreted. The ascribed position of women is non-reflectively reproduced through a collection of individual actions within the framework of social structures of the division of labour, power and interpretation of cultural patterns. In practice Young (2005b, 22) proposes that gender be understood 4 For a long time feminist thought was under the influence of the exclusive opposition between equality and difference (for a critique of this exclusive choice, see Scott 1997; Fraser 1997a) . The question which remained unresolved was the basis on which it is possible to articulate the political claims of women. Young proposed to resolve the dead-end situation between deconstructive and multicultural arguments by the very definition of gender as a social structure as opposed to a category of identity (Young 1994; 2005b) . The significance of her concept of gender for feminist theory is summarised by Weldon (2007) . as a particular form of social positioning of lived bodies in relation to one another within historically and socially specific institutions and processes that have material effects on the environment in which people act and reproduce relations of power and privilege among them.
Gender, therefore, does not mean identity, but a specific structural link between institutional conditions, individual life possibilities and their realisation. The fundamental social structures that condition gender relations are, Young believes, structures of normative heterosexuality, which define the meaning of the bodies, structures which organise the gender division of labour with emphasis on the division of labour within a family and on a differentiation between "public" and "private" labour, and structures of gender power hierarchy (Young 1994; 2005b) . The content of these structures changes in relation to the social and historical context but the form, according to Young, remains the same. The ways of coming to terms with these structural conditions are therefore changeable. They do not define individual identity, which is always unique but designate specific conditions for its formation.
If we consider the starting point of thoughts on injustice to be the concept of domination and the five-point category of oppression, we are able to identify social categories that serve as the basis on which individuals and groups in society are subjected to injustices. Young consistently has not linked her thoughts on gender structures with her conceptualisation of injustice, analysed through the category of domination and oppression. I will therefore systematically show their relation. Such a systematic explication of the structures of gender domination and oppression at the same time facilitates the relation of feminist thoughts to a more general critique of structural injustice as a starting point for the articulation of a feminist vision of a just society.
Young identifies the central aspect of gender power hierarchies as institutionalised violence, i.e. one form of oppression (Young 2005b, 24) . However, these gender structures essentially place constraints on the self-determination of individuals, women, but also gays, lesbians and transsexuals, by systematically erasing them from public awareness and excluding them from the decision-making process. The gender power structures are rather, as I understand them, part of structures of domination, which nevertheless enable and give rise to systematic violence. Gender specific domination arises especially as a result of structural pressures which prevent women from achieving higher positions of power, the so-called glass ceiling, and from participating in the decision-making process, which is reflected in the low representation of women in politics and in public decisionmaking. The experiences and aspirations of women are pushed to the background and they are not taken into consideration when the meaning and value of activities, such as care for instance, is being defined.
The gender division of labour and of the structures of normative heterosexuality then limits self-development in terms of the distribution of resources and positions, the definitions of meaning of activities and the constraints of meaningful engagement in society as a source of respect and recognition. The gender division of labour consists of exploitation, marginalisation and powerlessness. Exploitation represents a structural relation in which "some people exercise their capacities under control, according to the purposes and for the benefit of other people" (Young 1990, 49) . Gender specific exploitation consists of the appropriation of the majority of social resources and economic profits by men 5 and of the responsibility of women for housework and the caring activities which society as a whole benefits from but which are not appropriately evaluated. 6 Women on a global level represent, for example, the majority of those employed in activities constituting the informal economy, such as small trade, agriculture, small-scale business, tourism, household help, work from home and so on, which is characterised by precarious conditions with low wages and poor or non-existent health and social security. Marginalisation defines a group of individuals who are "useless" in a work-orientated society such as the elderly, the unemployed, single mothers, the disabled, young unemployed members of minority groups and native people (Young 1990, 53) . The fundamental expression of marginalisation is a dependency which in itself is not necessarily a sign of injustice. Dependency becomes unjust only under the influence of the individualistic demands of liberal societies, which relate fully-fledged citizenship to an illusionary image of independence (ibid., 54; Young 2002) . Dependence and related marginalisation are also the key terms for a feminist ethic of care (see for example Tronto 1994) . Gender specific marginalisation consists of pushing some groups of women out towards the edge of society, namely single mothers, housewives and so on, whilst dismissing their indispensable contribution to society in the form of care and reproductive practices as well as excluding them from participation in the public life of society on the basis of their stigmatization as dependent recipients of social benefits. Powerlessness, according to Young, adds another layer onto class relations and divides people into professionals and non-professionals. The powerless significantly lack opportunities for the development of their skills, autonomy at work and in public life, and they lack respect in social interactions (Young 1990, 56-57) . Gender specific powerlessness follows on especially from the gender division of labour between "public and productive" and "private and reproductive" work. Thus the unpaid labour force must be added into the matrix of the relationship between professionals and non-professionals.
Finally, normative heterosexuality consists of the gendered interpretation of cultural patterns and gender specific violence. Gender specific cultural imperialism then consists of universal androcentric norms and constructions of woman as the Other (Beauvoir 1995). Gender specific violence and sexual violence represent a constant threat in the form of psychological or physical violence. Sexual harassment and institutional violence becomes, just as racially motivated harassment and violence does, the systematic oppression of particular groups, whose members are in fact spatially limited and restricted in their freedom by means of fear (ibid., 61-63). Although Young demonstrates that one cannot understand cultural imperialism and violence in terms of theories of distributive justice, these forms of oppression at the same time reinforce injustices related to unjust re-distribution and the division of labour. All these structural sources of oppression then essentially limit opportunities for women to make decisions about their own lives as well as opportunities for their full participation in society outside of the private sphere.
Structural Injustices and Gender in a Transnational Context
Despite the fact that transnational or global justice is receiving an increasing amount of attention, these issues have still not been systematically analysed within feminist theory.
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There still lacks an analytical framework truly connecting the macro-politics of global capitalism to the micro-politics of everyday life. At this stage, the starting point may be Young's analysis of structural injustices and her definition of two normative conditions of justice-self-determination and self-development. Firstly, Young analyses the normative condition of self-determination in a transnational context as a situation of non-domination between groups, peoples and states. The self-determination of individuals as well as groups and states can be realized only in relation to obligations to others who are affected by the consequences of our actions. It follows from the ontological concept of an individual as situated in relations of inter-dependency that individual autonomy is always relational. Young thus questions the prerequisite of the unconditional sovereignty of territorially demarcated states, which must be limited by the consideration of the interests and needs of other groups and states in a mutual dialogue (Young 2000; . Secondly, the normative condition of self-development as a situation in which there is an absence of oppression must also be perceived, at the present stage of globalisation, in a transnational context because the structural inter-connectedness of relationships goes beyond the framework of territorially demarcated states. According to Young, the "scope of political institutions ought to correspond to the scope of obligations of justice" (Young 2000, 250 ). Young's most recent work is directed towards describing and explaining the responsibilities and obligations to justice which follow on from the global interconnection of contemporary relationships (Young 2006; , and the formulation of criteria for the establishment of globally democratically organised institutions, namely the reform of the UN (Young 2000; ). Young's conceptions of domination and oppression have enabled her to uncover the sources of structural injustices located in intersubjective relations without having to identify the individualised originator of these injustices. These injustices cannot be characterised as the consequences of the actions of individuals or organisations. It is not always a case of intentional action but rather a realisation of life opportunities based on conditions and resources that are accessible to individuals within their socio-historical position which the social subjects also use to influence the future conditions of behaviour. According to Young, these sources of structural injustice create the foundations for responsibility which is shared and therefore contextually distributed and the obligations that follow on from this can be fulfilled only through collective action.
All the persons who participate by their actions in the ongoing schemes of co-operation that constitute these structures [of injustice] are responsible for them, in the sense that they are part of the process that causes them. ... Each individual is personally responsible for outcomes in a partial way, since he or she alone does not produce the outcomes; the specific part that each person plays in producing the outcome cannot be isolated and identified, however, and thus the responsibility is essentially shared. ... [T]he forward-looking responsibility can be discharged only by joining with others in collective action. This feature follows on from the essentially shared nature of the responsibility. ... Our forward looking responsibility consists of changing the institutions and processes so that their outcomes will be less unjust (Young 2006, 114, 122, 123) .
The first problem of the fulfilment of shared responsibility is that the structures of domination and oppression run across political levels, from local, national and macroregional to global. Responsibility simply cannot lead from subjects in wealthy countries to subjects in poor countries. The focus of analytic interest must exclusively contain relations between differently situated social subjects on various levels such as transnational economic and the political elite, local elite, the dominated but not oppressed in wealthy and poor countries and the oppressed or globally poor. If individuals change their actions in isolation, not only will they not achieve change, as Young warns, but, providing that macro-structures remain unchanged, they will also be faced with further disadvantages or oppression. Young does stress that the extent of responsibility is proportionate to the possibility of influencing institutions that cause injustices but she does not mention the possibility of negative consequences for those who refuse to participate in the reproduction of oppressive structures. This aspect significantly reduces the motivation to push changes through and encourages a reluctance to abstract away from one's own particular individual interest. This in return effectively blocks the acknowledgement of practical structural relationships of injustice and dependence of one's own self-determination and self-development in the elimination of these structures.
8 Therefore, the elaboration of the realm of social dynamics of the struggle against domination and oppression remains a challenge. Addressing these problems is beyond the scope of this particular essay. Young herself is aware of the need to also develop a relationship between social structures and individual action (Young 2005b ).
The second problem relates to the unintended consequences of collective actions, which can lead to a further deterioration in the situation of the oppressed. This happens, firstly, in cases where the scope of the remedy does not correspond to the scope of the injustice or, secondly, if the particular forms of injustice such as domination or oppression are perceived in isolation. The first case is easily illustrated by the example of the local struggle against slave-like working conditions and the subsequent response of the corporation, which transfers the production to another country or region, where worse socio-economic conditions and the powerlessness or corruption of the local economic and political elites allow exploitation practices to occur. Another illustrative case is the situation where the exploitation of women through their unpaid reproductive and care activities in households is solved by the use of cheap domestic workers, largely women, hired to perform these activities. The second case can be demonstrated, for instance, by the struggle against violence against women, which often leaves aside the sources of the oppression of women that follow on from the gender division of labour and their limited empowerment. Women then often find themselves in the situation of single parenthood and are exposed to even greater material hardship, marginalisation and powerlessness. Situations which fall into this second category are described in detail by Nancy Fraser (Fraser, Honneth 2003) , for example. I will therefore focus on the first type of unintended consequences from the feminist perspective, where the scope of the effort to eliminate injustices does not correspond to the scope of the social relations in which these structural injustices are grounded.
The fundamental challenge for current feminist theory is to explain and critically evaluate the unintended consequences of the process of emancipation of women in the form which has been promoted in late modern capitalist societies on the lives of women in socio-economically, culturally or geo-politically disadvantaged positions. Contemporary western societies display positive elements when it comes to the emancipation of women and partial democratization of gender roles in terms of a slackening tension of a biological discourse which legitimised the confinement of women to having exclusive responsibility for household and care. Nevertheless, these positive elements are followed by increasing inequalities between various groups of women and structurally embedded constraints to the freedom of some groups of women and their options to reject a traditional gender role. Whilst in the present social environment some groups of women are able to free themselves to a considerable extent from responsibility for care and housework, marginalised groups of women are paradoxically entrapped in bonds of unpaid and low-wage reproduction activity.
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The example of the influence of increasing living standards on the development of women's position in late modern societies illustrates the structural connection at a general level. The structural connection is apparent when we acknowledge that the present living standard of Western societies depends on the consumer goods produced cheaply in developing countries. This type of industry primarily employs women on low-wages and without social security. On a more concrete level the structural connection can be illustrated by the example of the transformation of care relationships in late modern societies. In the institutional framework of the dismantling of the Western model of a welfare state, of the emphasis on flexibility and the individualisation of responsibility and of the expansion of a late capitalist mode of evaluation, which has been separated entirely from social contribution (see also Honneth 2003), the original emancipation project, based on the ideal of financially self-sufficient employed women, stimulates the demand for a cheap labour force composed largely of groups of marginalised women and women migrants working in the care and catering sectors (Ehrenreich, Hochschild 2002) . Care thus becomes a form of precarious low-wage employment without social security. It becomes a place for exploitation, marginalisation and powerlessness often accompanied by gender violence within a wider transnational framework.
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Those who are themselves negatively affected by structures of gender oppression and domination also participate in the same process of the reproduction of these structures but by reducing their individual burden they only move the oppression to another level. The concept of responsibility which follows from a global interconnection of intersubjective relations and human cooperation, as proposed by Young, is in this sense inspirational for a feminist theory. Responsibility should be realised through an awareness of one's own role in the processes of the institutional reproduction of specific patterns of human cooperation and through a collective critique of the structures which reproduce gender injustice in society. Fulfilling this responsibility also requires a call for the establishment of democratically organised transnational institutions which would react adequately to a transnational framework of obligations to justice. A critical analysis of the structural relations of forms of oppression and domination as well as of levels of structural interconnectedness of human action demonstrates that a feminist emancipative ideal cannot be fulfilled without transnational justice.
Conclusion
Iris Marion Young has articulated her concept of justice on the basis of the critical analysis of conflicts between ideals of self-determination and self-development with social practice. The implementation of these normative ideals is, according to her, institutionally limited by the structural relations of domination and oppression. She has defined the structural relations of oppression as having five fundamental forms: exploitation, marginalisation, powerlessness, cultural imperialism and violence. Despite the fact that her empirical reference point of the critique is existentially experienced forms of domination and oppression, her critical theory aims firstly to identify and explain the sources of these structural injustices. Ever since she began work on the articulation of her theory of justice, Young is aware of the necessity of developing a critique of injustice within an international and transnational context (see Young 1990, 257-260) . In her most recent works Young has applied the definition of self-determination as non-domination to the transnational context in the form of a requirement to limit the absolute sovereignty of individual groups or states, 11 Nancy Fraser speaks about the relations between capitalism and feminism in terms of a resignification of feminist ideals (Fraser 2009 ). In the cases which I present here it is also a question of neglecting transnational relationships rather than solely co-opting feminist ideals into the capitalist system. the establishment of global democratic institutions and the requirement for an intercultural dialogue for the negotiation of a practical articulation of universal human rights. In relation to the analysis of five forms of oppression Young has pointed out that its implementation outside Western societies might require some reformulation of these principles but at the same time raised the adequacy of a defined oppression for a description and understanding of relations between developed and developing countries (Young 1990, 258) . Oppression is, according to Young, rooted in the structures of global capitalism and transnational institutions such as IMF, WB and WTO.
My understanding of Young's work is that even though the elimination of domination by way of the inclusive democratic dialogue and recognition of social and cultural difference is not a sufficient condition for the elimination of oppression, as a means they are a necessary condition for the struggle against oppression. This leads me to conclude that Nancy Fraser's critique of Iris Young is based on a misunderstanding. Fraser writes critically of Young's reduction of material politics to a cultural politics of difference (Fraser, Honneth 2003; Fraser 1997b) . The relation between material politics and cultural politics becomes clearer when we put together Young's theory of democracy and her concept of justice. Young believes that the politics of difference and inclusive democratic practices lead to the elimination of domination, which subsequently opens possibilities for social subjects to resist the oppressive relations and structures. This conceptualization also contains the outlines of an analysis of the social dynamics of the struggle against oppression. In Young's most recent works, however, this element has remained open to a further analysis.
Despite some positive development in the realm of gender relations, gender oppression and domination still remain part of the social structures of late modern societies. In light of the explanation outlined above of the distorted process of women's emancipation, which is supported by Young's analysis of the sources of structural injustices, there is at the same time a new point of departure evolving for feminist theory. If feminist theory limits itself to an institutional framework of territorially demarcated states, it loses sight of the deep structural sources of gender injustices, which make the isolated positive elements only temporary and historically contingent and only accessible to a minority of women. In contrast the transnational institutional framework enables the uncovering of forms of capitalist rationality which block the realisation of the feminist emancipative ideal and obscure manifestations of structural injustice. Young has shown through her work that self-determination and selfdevelopment are determined by mutual cooperation, which draws attention not only to the responsibility for the reproduction of the relations of domination and oppression but also to the determination of individual emancipation through the emancipation of the whole society. The elimination of the oppression and domination of women at the transnational level within the contemporary global order therefore determines gender justice at a local level.
